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30. The 1996 Act does not limit technically feasible methods to

methods that are technically feasible at a given point in time. As the FCC has stated. the

1996 Act "contemplates a dynamic. not static. definition of technically feasible number

portability methods." Number Portabilitv Order. «' 110. Thus. the FCC has required that

"when a number portability method that bener satisfies the requirements of section

251lb)(2) than currently available measures becomes technically feasible. LECs must

pro\'ide number portability by means of such method." Id .. «' 115 (emphasis added) ..! In

short. under the Act and the FCC's regulations. all LECs (including Ameritech) ha\e an

ongoing obligation to assess and improw upon the I:-:P methods that they offer. I also

disagree \\ith the assertions of \1essrs. Dunny and \1ayer that the costs of a particular

I~P method are relevant to the issue of whether a carrier such as Ameritech must prO\ide

that method. Cnder the 1996 Act and the FCC's reQulations. the onl\' issue is whether the- ~

I~P method is technically feasible .. and the FCC has stated that "the tenn 'technically

feasible' refers solely to technical or operational concerns. rather than economic. space. or

site considerations. ,,5

~ See also ~7 C.F.R. § 52.27. Although \-1r. Dunny asserts that Ameritech has "agreed" to pro\ide LERG
Reassignment (Dunn;.- Aff.. ~ 133). the provision of this N P method is not a matter of choice. The fact
that Ameritech is providing this method indicates that Ameritech recognizes its obligation to provide [\;P
methods apart from RCF and DID that are technically feasible.

FCC CC Docket ~o. 96-98. Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996. First Report and Order released Aug. 8.1996 ("Local Competition
Order"). r 198. In any event. as discussed below. route indexing "ould not result in significant additional
COSts.
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31. Under the FCC's orders. Ameritech cannot refuse to provide a

particular I?\P method requested by a CLEC unless it proves. by "clear and convincing

evidence. ot that this method is not technically feasible. See Local Competition Order. n

203. 205. Route indexing. ho\,.-ever. is clearly technically feasible. for the reasons stated

below.

1. The Need For Route Indexing

Route indexing is not an unpro\·en. totally new technology. DID

(which Ameritech ~ willing to offer). Rl-PH. and D?\-Rl are all derivatives of each other

and relv essentiallv on the same technolo£v. See :\'umber Portability Order. .. 20 (notinl:!.. ~. --- ~

that Rl-PH is a derivative method of RCF and DID)

33. There are two main forms of route indexing: Rl-PH and Director;.

~umber - Route Indexing ("DN-Rl ot
). While Rl-PH and D~-Rl are ver;.· similar in that

they are both forms of route indexing. Rl-PH is a more advanced form of route indexing.

primarily because D~-Rl requires direct trunking between Arneritech and AT&T end

offices. Additionally. Rl-PH allows AT&T to ser.·e its customers by connecting from

Arneritech's end offices via a tandem switch.

34. The capability of RI -PH is significant from an efficiency

perspective. because the tandem switch methodology allows ported calls from any

number of Ameritech end offices to be aggregated at Arneritech's tandem offices. prior to

. .
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being routed to AT&T. This capability makes Rl-PH the best currently feasible I:'-.·P

method for most of AT&T's larger' business customers.6

35. AT&T requested Ameritech to provide route indexing. as well as

RCF and LERG Reassignment (with route indexinlZ). because it determined that all three-- ~

methods are necessary to ensure that customers moving from Ameritech's network to

AT&T's network could do so without having to change numbers while also dialing and

feature parity. Because of their various functional anributes. certain f.\;p methods are

bener suited to serw certain types of customers. As a review of the RCF. DID. and

LERC Reassignment methods demonstrates. CLECs like AT&T must ha\'e access to the

widest range of technically feasible r.\P methods -- including route indexing .- in order to

be effecti\'e competitors.

36. RCF. RCF·· which Ameritech is willing to pro\'ide -- is the most

efficient I'\'P method for AT&T's residential and small business customers. For the

pro\'isioning of individual lines. RCF preser,es the screening-based CLASS features

(such as "selective denial") and other functionalities (such as Caller J.D.) that are most

commonly used by the smaller. indi\'idual customers.

37. However. RCF suffers from some significant limitations as an

option for medium- and large-sized business customers. For example. RCF cannot

I> Although AT&T prefers the Rl-PH fonn of route indexing. AT&T has no objections to using the D~·RI
fonn of route index ing as an f:\;p method where direct trunks between Ameritech and AT&T end offices
already exist for other purposes.



'IPSC CASE ~O. l!·11104
AFFIDAVII OF Jt:DITH D. EVA~S

effecti\'e1y sen'e customers who have large call centers receiving many simultaneous

calls to one number. Although. as \1essrs. Dunny and \1ayer state. RCF can add

additional call paths to accommodate the provision of call completion. RCF has a

maximum limit of 90 call paths. See Dunny Aff.. ... 131: Mayer Aff.. ~ 155. Moreo\er.

RCF is \ery wasteful of numbering resources because it uses a second "shadow number"

for each directory number a customer ports.

38. Thus. for most of AT&T's business customers RCF is less efficient

for porting larger blocks of numbers than route indexing. \\l1ereas RCF requires an

operation for each individual number to be ported. route indexing can be provisioned with

a single operation. \10reover. unlike RCF. Rl does not use shadow numbers and does not

haw a call path limit.

39. DID. Although Ameritech has agreed to provide DID as well as

RCF. DID is also not viable for use as an I~P method for AT&T's larger business

customers. DID is an existing feature used in the local network for connectivity between

a network 5\\ itch and a PBX. The DID method (offered by Ameritech as Flex-DID or

SP:';P-Direct) suffers from technical and economic limitations.

40. First. Flex-DID only supports dial pulse or TouchTone~ signaling.

Because SS7 signaling is not presen·ed. important functionality. such as Caller 1.0..

cannot be provided to the ported customer.

-::'E-
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41. Second. as a PBX interface. Flex-DID treats AT&T as a PBX and

not as a peer network. Accordingly. Flex-DID requires that :\T&T build special direct

trunks dedicated solely to number portability between AT&T's end offices -- as ~1r.

\.1ayer acknowledges. Mayer Aff.. .. 156. Such an economic burden is technically

unnecessary (given the technical feasibly of route indexing) and economically unwise

both for AT&T and for Ameritech. From AT&T's perspective. building the special direct

trunks is both inefficient and economical. particularly where only a limited volume of

numbers are ported from A.meritech's office. \10reover. in light of the FCC's mandate

that r.\P costs be shared on a competitiYely neutral basis. building these direct trunks is

also an unnecessary economic burden for Ameritech.

-c.. ~1r. Dunny suggests that .-\meritech has made the transport

facilities that are required by Flex-DID more "flexible and economic" by permining the

requesting CLEC to self-provision the transport via collocation arrangements and by

offering a "more economical" OS 1 transport sen'ice option. Dunny Atr. ... 132. I do not

agree. It appears that either approach would be even more costly for a CLEC than RI-PH

trunking. because the costs would be borne entirely by the CLEC. and not on a

competitively neutral basis. \-10reover. \-1r. Dunny does not cite any evidence or studies

\..-hich show that either of these options is less expensive even than Flex-DID as it is

currently tariffed.
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43. Third. Flex-DID does not meet the needs of AT&T's larger

business customers. because it relies upon analog (~lF) signaling that (unlike SS7

signalling) would create additional post-dialing delay which would r~nder AT&T's

service below parity with that provided to Ameritech's own customers. Although \lr.

\layer asserts that Ameritech has added SS7 signaling on trunks for Brooks Fiber which

normally use \'1F signaling for Flex-DID (Mayer AfL c: 157). the practicality of this

alternati\e is limited by the continuing need for the CLEC to install direct trunks.

\toreover. it cannot be assumed that the technology installed for Brooks Fiber either

raises Brooks Fiber's service to parity with that of Ameritech. or that such technology will

fully meet the requirements of all CLECs. including AT&T.

44. LERG Reassignment. The last I;\,P offered by .\meritech, LERG

Reassignment (~XX \figration). is one which AT&T would like to utilize. because it is

necessary for .\T&T to effecti\ely sene its \ery large. national business customers -- a

competiti\ely significant customer segment. LERG Reassignment would enable AT&T

to reassign an entire exchange (}.;XX) from the Ameritech office to the AT&T offices via

the LERG database.

45. As offered by Ameritech. however. LERG Reassignment is of Iinle

value to AT&T. because Ameritech has refused to provide it with route indexinlZ -- which---- ..

is essential for CLECs such as AT&T to be able to take advantage of LERG

Reassignment solutions. The LERG Reassignment method requires that within 45 days



MPSC CASE ~O. V-ll104
AFFIDAVIT OF JUDITH D. EVANS

after the LERG updates are published. all telecommunications carriers must update the

translations in all of their switches. and STPs must renect changes in the LERG. In order

for CLECs to be able to redirect calls to the requesting party's switch during the .f5-day

period. it is critical that Ameritech provide CLECs with a form of route indexing. as a

transitional method.

46. Unless route indexing is provided with LERG Reassignment.

CLECs such as AT&T would effectively be foreclosed from serving very large

businesses. Absent route indexing. customers who would otherwise switch carriers

would be dissuaded from doing so. because they would have to remain fully connected to

the Ameritech network until assurance was reached that the LERG updates had been fully

implemented by all carriers. Because the LERG database is updated monthly. this delay

could be as long as 75 days. depending on the date on which the reassignment request

was submined to Ameritech. This would clearly be unacceptable to most customers.

47. For these reasons. route indexing is necessary to enable. and would

enable. CLECs to compete effectively for all business customers. Cnlike RCF (which is

a suitable INP method for residential and small business customers). route indexing can

be provided \\ith a single operation. has no call path limit. and does not use an inefficient

"shadow number" system. Unlike DID. route indexing enables CLEes to preserve 5S7.

avoid number exhaust problems. and avoid the unnecessary economic burdens and

overall inefficiencies involved in building special direct trunks dedicated solely to L:\"P.

--;!-
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Furthermore. route indexing enables CLECs to offer LERG Reassignment and thus sene

very large business customers.

48. In short. route indexing is clearly less burdensome than other I?\'P

options to provision. is more efficient and economical. and is likely to improve

significantly the ability ofCLECs to compete for business customers that are likely to be

the subject of intense competitive activity. '7

2. The Technical Feasibilit)· of RJ·PH

49. In response to AT&Ts requests for RJ-PH. Ameritech has simply

responded that it does not whether RJ-PH is technically feasible because it has performed

only "preliminary" testing in the lab and has conducted no field or volume testing of this

method. Such a response. howewr. falls far shan of Ameritech's obligation to show that

route indexing is not technically feasible. In fact. experience has ShO\\11 that RJ-PH ~

technicalh' feasible.

50. First. as previously stated. route indexing is not an unpro\'en

technology: RJ-PH is a derivative of DID. Second. Ameritech itself has found that route

indexing is technically feasible. A September 1995 proposal of the Ameritech ?\'umber

Portability Team prepared by Barry Bishop, Ameritech's engineer and network operations

manager (and the current chairman of the LNP Regional Workshop Operations

Of course. route indexing -- like other INP methods -- suffers from its own technical limitations. RCF is
the most efficient INP method for residential and small business customers. because RCF (among other
things) preserves the screening-based CLASS features that are most commonl~ used b~ smaller. mdi\ Idual
features. whereas route indexing would cause them to fail That is .... h~ AT&T needs RCF. route indexing.
and LERG Reassignment to ensure adequate number portabilir;.
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Subcommineel. offered a Rl-PH method (as an enhanced \'ersion of Ameritech's Flex-

DID service) and indicated that the Rl-PH method had been appropriately tested for use

as an 11\P solution. The proposal asserted -- without qualification -- that the Rl-PH

method could be deployed using current standards and translations. See Ameritech

Proposal for "Service Provider Number Portability - HUB" ("SPNP-Hub"). p. 3 (anached

hereto as JDE Exhibit 1). The proposal also asserted -- again. without qualification --

that:

It is Arneritech's opinion that the SP~P-HUB [Service Pro\'ider
\:umber Portability· Hub] offers a \iable. proven and less burdensome near term
alternative for number portability. and one which does not involve a lot of throw
away de\'elopment and implementation costs. onerous work-arounds. multiple
database dips and unknown feature interactions. as do some of the "transactional"
solutions now being discussed. (ld .. p. 4: emphasis added}

51. Experience in other regions also shows that Rl':PH is technically

feasible. BellSouth has determined that Rl-PH is technically feasible. and has agreed to

pro\'ide Rl-PH as an INP method in all nine of the States in its region. with limited

exceptions.
lJ

L'S West has agreed to provide Rl-PH in Colorado. and has unofficially

8 Even \1r. Dunn: has effectively admined that Ameritech has never determined RI-PH to be technical!;
infeasible. In an Illinois proceeding to determine the degree of Ameritech Illinois' compliance with the
competitive checklist. he stated that Ameritech's "preliminar)" testing "indicated that RI-PH might be
technicallv feasible in theorv." See Rebunal Testimonv of Greeorv J. Dunnv filed ~ovember 22.1996 in. . - ., -., ..
Illinois Commerce Commission Docket No. 96-0404. Investieation Concemine Illinois Bell Telephone
Companv's Compliance With Section 271(c) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("Dunn; RebunaJ
Test."). p. 44.

o See Direct Testimony of William V. Atherton of Bel!South in Tennessee RegulatOr) Authority Docket
?'io. 96-0 I 152. September 26. !996. pp. 4; 12-13 (anached hereto as JOE Exhibit .2); lener from \11'.
Atherton to Robert Oakes of AT&T. dated September 3. 1996 (anached hereto as JOE Exhibit 3)
Although BellSouth's experts have limited RJ-PH's technical feasibilit) to geographic areas where there IS

se\ en.:-d igit local calling. asserting that analog s\~ itching offices are not capable of transmining a thirteen-
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agreed to provide both Rl-PH and D1\'-Rl in all of the States in its region. Sprint Local

has agreed to provide Rl-PH to AT&T nationally. provided that Sprint Local and AT&T

jointly test it prior to implementation. 10

52. Furthermore. in at least three States incumbent LECs have been

ordered by the State regulatory commission to provide Rl-PH. based on the commission's

finding that Rl-PH is technically feasible. In California. both Pacific Bell and GTE have

been ordered to provide route indexing. including the "tandem hubbing" option (which

A.T&T refers to as Rl-PH). Similarly. :\meritech and GTE have been required to provide

Rl-PH in Indiana. and GTE has been required to pro\ide Rl-PH in Florida. l
!

.5 3. Although cost is not a factor in the determination of technical

feasibility. the fact is that Rl-PH -- a den\'ative of DID -- would not require significant

expenditures. Rl is actually a more economical method for satisfying the needs of

digit call (ten digits plus IXX codei. AT&Ts experts have determined that RJ-PH IS technically feasible
where ten-digit local dialing is required.

10 Furthermore. RBOCs in other regions have agreed to pro. ide D~-RJ as an INP solution In Oregon. for
example. US West has tariffed DN-RI. NYNEX has agreed to pro.ide DN-RJ in all of the States of its
regIOn. fa.oring it o\er RCF. which it plans to phase out because it considers RCF to be "too burdensome."

II In the Maner of the Petition of AT&T Communications of California. Inc .. For Arbitration Pursuant To
Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. To Establish an Interconnection Agreement With
Pacific Bell. Application No. 96-08-040 (Cal. PUC), Arbitrator's Report dated October 31. 1996. pp. lO­
Il: In the Maner of the Petition of AT&T Communications of California. Inc .. For Arbitration Pursuant To
Section 252 of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996. To Establish an Interconnection Ae:reement
With GTE California. Inc .. Application No. 96-08-04 J (Cal. PUC). Arbitrator's Report dated October 31.
1996: Petition of AT&T For Arbitration With GTE, Docket No. 960847-TP (Fla. PSC). Memorandum
issued Nov _:. 1996. p. 196: In the ~1aner of the Petition of AT&T Communications of Indiana. Inc.
Requestine: Arbitration. Cause No. ~0571-INT-Ol (Ind. Utility Reg. Commission). issued Nov. 27.1996.
pp. 17-18. Assuming that the Indiana commisslon's ruling stands. there is simply no reason why Amernech
should refuse to provide RJ-PH in all of the States in its region when it is already doing so in Indiana

-~L-
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AT&T's larger business customers than Flex-DID. which requires the construction of new

two-way trunks between each of Ameritech's and AT&T's end offices that are dedicated

solely to I;\P. Moreover. there are no specific time delays involved in implementing Rl-

PH: if anything. the building of new direct trunks under the Flex-DID method would

likely be more time-consuming than the route indexing method.

54. Ameritech itself has concluded that route indexing is not costly.

The September 1995 proposal of the Ameritech ~umber Portability Team found that Rl-

PH is a "relatiYely quick and inexpensive method" which is a "less burdensome near tenn

alternati ve for number portability. and one \\'hich does not involve a log of throwaway

de\elopment and implementation costs. onerous work-arounds. multiple database dips.

and unknown feature interactions." JOE Illinois Exhibit l. pp. 3-4. :Vloreover. BellSouth

and L·.S. West -- which are subject to the same number portability requirements of the

1996 Act as Ameritech -- would ne\er have offered Rl-PH if they had believed that doing

so would be extremely costly or diverted them from implementing PNP. I
:

Without route indexing. Ameritech's competitive position would

only be strengthened, because CLEes would be denied the opportunity to provide their

customers with the same functionality that Ameritech provides to its customers. The

I: RI-PH is nor rhetype of "mid-renn" or "medium·renn" database solution for number portabilit}. such as
the carrier portabi Iit}· code method proposed by others in rhe industry. that the FCC has declined to require.
'umber Portability Order. ~ 116. Rl-PH is considered neither a database solution nor a medium tenn

solution •• as was recognized by the September 1995 proposal authored by Ameritech's Barr) Bishop.
\~ hich repeatedly and correctly referred to RJ·PH as an interim number portability solution. JOE Exhibit I.
pp. :--l.

-23-
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resulting disadvantage to the CLECs would be substantial. particularly since it may be

some time before PNP is fully implemented in Michigan on a Statewide basis. It is

therefore important to ensure that Ameritech has complied with its r.\P obligations.

Clearly. by refusing to provide route indexing, Ameritech has nor done so. 13

II. LOCAL DIALING PARITY

55. Item (xii) of the checklist requires that a BOC provide

"[n]ondiscriminatory access to such sen.·ices or information as are necessary to allow the

requesting carrier to Implement local dialing parity in accordance with the requirements

of section 251(b)(3)." .+7 eSc. § 271(c)(2)(B)(xii). As \lessrs. Dunny and \1ayer

acknowledge. the "dialing parity" provisions of Section 25l(b)(3) impose on LECs the

duty ( I) "to pro\ide dialing parity to competing providers of telephone exchange service

and telephone toll service" and (2) "to permit all such providers to have

nondiscriminatory access to telephone numbers. operator services. directory assistance.

and directory listing. \'·;ith no unreasonable dialing delays." Id. § 251 (b)( 3): Dunny Aff..

...... 136. 141-142: Mayer Aff.. .... 32.35.

56. Messrs. Dunny and Mayer assert that Ameritech meets the local

dialing parity requirement of the checklist, because (among other things) Ameritech's end

office integration arrangements pennit telephone exchange service customers within a

local area to dial the same number of digits to make a local telephone call

: AT&T has not agreed to the specific provisioning intervals for ReF. DID.. and DID direct trunks
described b: \1r. Mayer. "1a:er Aff.. r 159.

-2~-
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notwithstanding the identity of the customer's or the called party's telecommunications

service. Dunnv Aff.. ':-:- 137-140.143-144: Maver Aff.. f'f' 30-34. I do not alZree that
~ , , ~' ~

Ameritech has satisfied its diaJing parity obligations under the checklist.

57. Ameritech is not currently offering competing providers with

nondiscriminatory access to such services and information as are necessarY to allow the. .
requested carrier to implement local dialing parity in accordance with the requirements of

Section 251(b)(3). The primary deficiencies are the result of Ameritech's failure to offer

adequate interim number portability solutions.

58. Local dialing parity is possible. in part. because of number

portability. L'nder the interim number portability solutions currently offered by

Ameritech. however. CLECs such as AT&T can offer local dialing parity to only some

of their customers. As previously described. Ameritech is currently offering only three

number portability solutions in \lichigan -- RCF. DID. and LERG Reassignment without

route indexing, ~one of these options can be effectively used to provide number

portability to large switched-based business customers. These customers can be sen.'ed

only by the use of route indexing, which Ameritech has refused to provide, Thus.

Ameritech cannot be said to be providing complete local dialing parity in \1ichigan.

59. Moreover. as the Commission is well aware, Ameritech has

violated its dialing parity obligations through its repeated refusal to implement

intraLATA dialing parity -- in violation of Commission and court orders -- since the

-25-
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Commission first ordered it to do so in early 1994. At the time its "Compliance Filing

and Request For Approval of Plan on IntraLATA Toll Dialing Parity" was filed in

~ovember 1996. only 10 percent of Ameritech's Ytichigan customers had a choice of

competitors for J+ intraLATA toll calling -- despite this Commission's finding that

intraLATA toll dialing parity is necessary for effective local competition, and despite the

Commission's order that Ameritech implement full intraLATA dialing parity in its

\1ichigan exchanges no later than July 16. J996. Ameritech's recent "plan" called for it

to provide intraLATA toll dialing parity to 50 percent of lines on December 1. 1996. to

70 percent of its lines on the date it filed an application for in-region interLATA authority

-- and to 100 percent of its lines only after it receives interLATA authority from the

FCC. 14

60. Even if. as \1r. Dunny asserts. Ameritech's failure to implement

IntraLATA dialing parity does not constitute a failure to implement "local dialing parity"

under Item (xii) of the checklist. it nonetheless violates the Act under the "grand- father"

clause of Section 271(e)(2)(B) and raises substantial questions concerning i\meritech's

future compliance regarding exchange dialing parity. To date. Ameritech has had a

significant incentive to provide exchange dialing parity to competing CLECs. because it

needed to do so as a precondition of providing in-region intraLATA service.

'J I understand that Ameritech has claimed in its FCC tiling that it achieved the 70 percent figure on the
day of the tiling of its Section 271 application
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If the FCC approves Ameritech's application. however. that

incenti\'e will no longer exist. In fact. Ameritech would have e\'ery reason not to fulfill

its dialing parity obligations toward CLECs. in order to maximize its share of both the

exchange and long-distance markets, Given Ameritech's actions in the intraLATA

context. where no incentive to provide dialing parity exists, it is doubtful that its current

provision of exchange dialing parity will continue beyond such time as it is free to

provide interLATA service in Michigan, 15

III. DIRECTORY ASSIST.-\:\CE A~D DIRECTORY LISTINGS

61. The "dialing parity" provisions of Section 251 (b)(3) ofche 1996

Act require each LEC to provide "nondiscriminatory access to .. , directory assistance.

and directory listing." 47 e.s.c. § 25l(bH3), These obligations are encompassed by

three items of the checklist: Item (vii). which requires nondiscriminatory access to

directory assistance services: Item (viii). which requires BOCs to provide white pages

directory listings for customers of the other carrier's telephone exchange sen'ice: and Item

(xii). which requires the BOC to provide nondiscriminatory access to those services or

information necessary to allow a requesting carrier "to implement local dialing parity" in

I~ Ameritech's failure to provide full intraLATA dialing parity is particularly troubling for the future
because it constitutes such a flagrant disregard of Commission orders and the 1996 Act itself B:- stating
that it will provide intraLA TA dialing parity when it is granted in-region interLATA authority. Ameritech
suggests that it has the right to do so under Section 271(e)(2), Ameritech. however. knows full well that it
has no such right. since the Commission's orders and the "grandfather" prOVIsions of Section 2'7 J (e)( 2)
make clear that Ameritech may not link intraLATA toll dialing parity to Ameritech's receipt of interLA TA
authority
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accordance with the requirements of Section 2S1(b)(3) See 47l'SC. §

271(c)(2)(B)(vii). (viii). (xii).

62. Mr, Dunny and Mr. \1ayer acknowledge that Ameritech must meet

its obligation to provide nondiscriminatory access to directory assistance and directory

listings under Section 2Sl(b)(3) in order to satisfy the checklist. including Item (xii). but

assert that Ameritech has complied with its obligation. Dunny Aff.. .... 136, 141: Mayer

Aff.. .. 35, The facts. however. show that Ameritech has not satisfied its obligation.

63. Ameritech's obligation to provide nondiscriminatory access to

directory assistance and directory listings means that all customers of CLECs should be

able to access each LEC's directory assistance listing and obtain a directory listing on a

nondiscriminatory basis. regardless of the identity of the requesting customer's sen'ice

provider or the identity of the telephone sen'ice provider for a customer whose listing is

requested. Second Report and Order issued in FCC Docket ~os. 96-98. et al.. .... 135-

137. This. in turn. obligates each LEC to pro\'ide nondiscriminatory access to its own

directory assistance and directory listings. including access to basic white and yellow

pages listings and information.

64. The FCC has stated that a carrier's duty to provide

nondiscriminatorY access to directon' assistance and directon' listings includes the dutv
" . .'... "

to share with its competitors subscriber listing information in a "readily accessible" tape

or electronic format. rd., f! 141. The purpose of this requirement is to ensure that the
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access to its directory listings. Ameritech will haw an exclusive monopoly on director}

assistance at both a local and nationv.ide lewl.

68. Second, Ameritech's offering does not include a basic yellow pages

listing 16 for new entrants' customers. the distribution of white pages directories to a new

entrant's facilities-based customers. or the distribution of yellow pages to the customers

of an alternative pro\·ider. Each of these is plainly contrary to Ameritech's obligations

under the 1996 Act.

69. Ameritech's failure to provide free basic yellow page listings to

CLEC customers is a particularly egregious violation of its obligations under the Act.

Basic yello\\ page listings clearly fall within the detinition of "directory listings" used by

the FCC to interpret a LEe's obligations under Section 251(b)(3).17

70. .A.meritech's failure to provide these services will hinder the gro\\1h

of competition. contrary to the goal of the 1996 Act. Customers ha\e come to expect that

""ellaw pages contain two types of listings: basic listings and enhanced listings. A basic yello....
page listing is the simple printed listing of a part) 's name. address. and telephone number in the ~ ello....
pages under a particular classification. An enhanced listing. by contrast. is a feature in the yellow pages
that goes beyond the basic listing. Enhanced features include. for example. the listing of a party in
ba Idface rype. capital letters. or italics. the special advertising boxes that customers take in addition to their
basic listing. or even boxing of the basic listing. Enhanced listings are supplied to customers at additional
charges.

1- For purposes of Section 251 (b)(3). the FCC has defined "directory listing" to include. at a minimum.
the term "subscriber list information" as defined in Section 222(t)(3). Thus. "directory listing" must
include "an~ information ... identifying the listed names of subscribers of a carrier and such subscribers'
telephone numbers. addresses. or primary advertising classifications." or any combination of such
information. that the LEC has had published in a directory format. Second Report and Order released
August 8.1996. in FCC Docket Nos. 96-98. ~ ~.. -: 137 & n.15 {quotmg ~7l'.sC § 222(t)O){A). (B))
Basic yello", page listings certainly constitute such data. in addition to .... hue page listings.
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they will recei\'e a free basic directory listing in both the white and yellow pages. and free

copies of yellow and white pages. as part as a nonnal part of receiving phone service. For

effective competition. these expectations must be realized regardless of whether the

customer is an Ameritech customer or a new entrant customer.

71. To ensure nondiscriminatory access to basic white pages and

yellow pages listings data. incumbents like Ameritech should be required to meet fiw

requirements. which I set forth below. Ameritech cannot meet any of these requirements.

since its offerin2:s are restricted to white paQes. See Dunn\' Aff.. ... 109. \10reo\er. ewn- - - .

with respect to white pages. A.meritech falls far shon of meeting the requirements.

7"\ First. Ameritech should be required to provide its competitors with

complete information about the content of its white and yellow pages in a timely manner.

For each directory. such information would ob\'iously include data concerning the

geographical area sen·ed. the ~PAs and ~XXs included in each directory. the directory's

name in English and the associated alphanumeric code. and the identification of the

classitied headings and their associated alphanumeric codes. Without such data. effecti\e

competition will not be possible. because CLECs will not have the information they need

to issue accurate and complete local service orders. Ameritech. however. has not met this

requirement: it simply has promised that it will provide white pages directory listings and

access to directory listings. Dunny Aff.. n; 109. 141.

'" .-,;.--



18

:\1PSC CASE :\0. V-Il104
AFFIDAVIT OF JUDITH D. EVA~S

73. Second. Ameritech should be required to use a fonnat for the

submission of white and yellow page listings data that complies with industry standards

agreed to at the Order and Billing Forum ("OBF") for the transminal of listings data

between carriers. Establishment of OBF industry standards. and compliance with those

standards by incumbent LECs. is critical to the ability of any CLEC to create listings

based on English. Without OBF standards. the RBOCs might use the USOF version of

directories that they have used for many years. This \'ersion would gin an unfair

competitive advantage to the incumbent carriers. because it uses special characters and

codes with which CLECs are unfamiliar -- and would therefore pose major training and

implementation problems for any CLEe. In his previous testimony responding to this

requirement. \1r, Dunny conceded that "industry standards ha\e not been finalized." See

Dunny Rebuttal Test.. p. 35, L"ntil that happens. however. A..rneritech cannot achieve

d
' , . 18non Iscnmmatory access.

74. Third. Ameritech should be required to supply CLECs with

directory publication schedules and deadlines in an electronic format with sufficient lead

Funhennore. Ameritech has agreed to procedures that are largel: limited to Ameritech's receipt of
submissions of subscriber listings from other LECs -. that is. the one·way transmission of infonnation from
the CLEC to the ILEe. For example. Ameritech's agreement with AT&T requires AT&T to provide
customer listings to Ameritech or its publisher "in a mutual I: agreeable fonn and fonnat." but only requires
Ameritech's publisher to provide the CLEC with a cop: of the listings prior to publication in a fonn and
fonnat as may be mutually agreed to by the panies. AT&T Agreement. §§ 15.1.3. 15.2.1. That is
insufficient. because it does not address the transmission of listings data from the ILEC to the CLEe.
which is also critically imponant. CLECs need the [LEes listings data in order that they can produce their
own databases for directory assistance. and provide accurate directory assistance information to their
customers.

- ... /­
~~
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time for CLECs to plan and implement a process to ensure directory accuracy and

completeness. Ameritech has not done so. Its witnesses state only that Ameritech "will

provide a copy of the requesting carrier's customer listings in a mutually agreed-upon

form and format to the requesting carrier prior to publication." and that each directory has

a close date. beyond which no changes to a directory can be made. Dunn)' Aff.. .. 109:

\1ickens Aff.. .. 72. Arneritech has agreed by contract that it and its publisher will

provide "appropriate" service order close dates "within 30 days of this information

becoming available." See AT&T Agreement. § ] 5.1.4.

75. These \'ague promises are insufficient. because they fail to address

the need for provision of specific directory publication deadlines and sufficient lead

times. CLECs need the details of the deadlines for the inclusion of listings in directories.

in an electronic format. in order to provide valuable planning information to their

customers and satisfy their listing needs. Furthermore. it is critical to the establishment

of effecti\e local competition that CLEes be gi\'en sufficient lead time in the ILEes

publication schedule for them to review the galleys of the directory before publication. in

order to ensure that the listings of CLEC customers are accurate.

- ... "'-
-' -
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76. Fourth. Ameritech should be required to consolidate and maintain

listings for all competitor customers without retaining ILEC customers in a separate

section. regardless of whether the customers are served under total services resale.

unbundled network elements. or total build out scenarios. Ameritech appears to meet this

requirement (with respect to w'hite page listings). Mr. Dunny states that white pages

listings of CLEC customers "will be interfiled with listings of Ameritech Michigan

customers." Dunny Aff., .. 109: see also AT&T Agreement. § 15.1.2. 19

19 [am assuming. however. that \1r. Dunny means that Ameritech makes no distinction based on (among
other things) whether the CLEC customer is a facilities-based customer. a resale customer. or an unbundled
elements customer. See also Dunny Rebuttal Test.. p. 35 (stating that Ameritech's existing directories
already "intertile" white page listings for all LECs. and make no distinction. either in sequence or in
appearance. between customers of different LECs). If Ameritech does make such a distinction (as it does
in the distribution of white pages directories). it is clearly not in compliance with this requirement. See
AT& T Agreement. § 15.2.5 (pro\' iding for delivery of white page directories only to resale customers of
AT&n

-3~-
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77. Fifth. Ameritech should be required to supply competitors with

complete and timely infonnation about directory delivery schedules and locations in an

electronic fonnat. Although Mr. Dunny does not ~ddress this issue in his affidavit. he

stated in his Illinois testimony that CLECs will be provided the same infonnation

regarding directory distribution that is provided to Ameritech Illinois. See Dunny

Rebuttal Test.. p. 35. If Ameritech will do the same in Michigan. Ameritech appears to

satisfy this requirement (with respect to white pages). !\onetheless. Ameritech has failed

to meet three requirements with respect to white page listings. and all five requirements

with respect to yellow page listings. It therefore has not discharged its obligation under

the checklist to pro\'ide nondiscriminatory access to directory assistance and directory

listings.

co~eLCSIO~

78. .-\s explained herein. Ameritech does not meet the requirements of

Items (vii). (\iii). (xi'. and (xii) of the checklist. By failing to provide route indexing.

Ameritech has breached its duty to provide any technically feasible D\P method.

Ameritech has similarly failed to satisfy the dialing parity obligations imposed by Section

251(b)(3) and Section 271(e)(2). Finally. Ameritech has not pro\ided the

nondiscriminatory access to directory assistance and directory listings required by the

checklist.

This concludes my affidavit.



VERIFICATIO~

I. Judith D. E\·ans. do on oath depose and state that the facts contained in the

foregoing aftidavit are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

)
j

J

SCBSCRlBED A~D SWO~"\l to
before me this S'-f~ay of
January. 1997.
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